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REMARKS 

Claims 1 to 13 and 14 to 26 were previously canceled, in part due to Applicants' 
oral election under a restriction requirement between that which the Examiner characterizes as 
separate species corresponding to figures 2, 3A/4A, 3B/4B and 4C. Claim 46 was withdrawn, in 
an oral election, as directed to an asserted non-elected species, and is now canceled. Claims 27, 
28, 31, 33, 35, 37 to 39, 41, 43, 45 and 47 are currently pending for examination. It is 
respectfully submitted that all of the presently pending claims are allowable, and reconsideration 
of the present application is respectfully requested. 

As an initial matter, Applicants respectfully request that the Office provide a 
summary of, and formalize, the latest restriction requirement between that which the Examiner 
characterizes as separate species corresponding to figures 2, 3A/4A, 3B/4B and 4C. 

The following is a statement of the substance of the telephonic interview of 
January 1 1, 201 1 between Examiner Sy and Applicants' representative, Ji (Alex) Lei, Reg. No. 
65,322. Applicants thank the Examiner for the courtesies extended by the Examiner to 
Applicants' representative during the interview. During the interview, Applicants' representative 
agreed to the withdrawal of claim 46 in view of an orally communicated restriction requirement, 
noted above. 

Claim 27 was objected to based on formalities. Claim 27 has been amended as 
suggested by the Examiner and to obviate the objection. Withdrawal of the objection is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 27, 28, 3 1, 33, 35, 37 to 39, 41, 43, 45 and 47 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,914,553 ("Adams"). 

The Office Action asserts that the claims are drafted in the form of product-by- 
process claims. While Applicants disagree with this assertion, to facilitate matters, independent 
claim 27 has been amended herein without prejudice to further clarify its subject matter and 
recite: 

wherein the geometry includes at least one of a void and a 
plurality of indentations dimensioned to expose a first portion of 
the spring-mass mechanism by a predetermined amount that is 
greater than a predetermined amount by which a remaining 
portion of the spring-mass mechanism is exposed when the 
geometry, after it is formed, is subsequently subjected to a 



NY01 2139735 



-5- 



U.S. Pat. App. Ser. No. 10/679,115 

Attorney Docket No. 11403/86 

Reply to Office Action of January 18, 2011 

process that removes material from the spring-mass 
mechanism, such that a change in at least one of the effective 
mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass produced 
in the first portion offsets a change in at least one of the effective 
mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass produced 
in the remaining portion, thereby providing a predetermined ratio 
between the effective mechanical stiffness and the effective 
mechanical mass upon completion of the process. 

Claim 27 refers to a spring-mass mechanism that is presently designed for use 
with a specified process. However, the spring-mass mechanism is not the product of the 
process . Although the spring-mass mechanism is defined in terms of the process, it is formed 
independently of the process. This should be evident from the claim language indicating that the 
process is applied subsequent to the formation of the geometry of the spring-mass mechanism. 
Thus, the spring-mass mechanism and the process exist separately and need not be practiced 
together. 

Applicants offer the following example to illustrate the concept of a structure 
designed for use with a process. Suppose a cutting process involves a machine that cuts wood, 
but only accepts wood that is less than two inches tall. Thus, a wooden block that is two inches 
or greater in height is not suitable for use with this process. Further, the structure of a suitable 
wooden block may be defined by referring to this process, so that the block, by definition, has a 
height of less than two inches. The structure of the spring-mass mechanism of claim 27 is 
similarly defined in terms of a process, i.e., a process that removes material from the spring-mass 
mechanism. That is claim 27 requires that the present dimension is such that it has a specified 
later effect when a process is subsequently performed. Therefore, claim 27 is not a product-by- 
process claim. 

To the extent that the resonator of Adams can be considered as having voids and 
indentations, the Adams resonator is not designed to produce a predetermined ratio between 
effective mechanical stiffness and effective mechanical mass upon subsequent application and 
completion of a process. Thus, the present structure of the Adams' object is different than the 
present structure defined in claim 27. 
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Accordingly, Adams does not disclose, or even suggest, all of the features of 
claim 27, and therefore does not anticipate claim 27 or any of its dependent claims, e.g., claims 
28, 31, 33, 35, 37 to 39, 41, 43, 45 and 47. 

Withdrawal of the anticipation rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that all of the presently 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. Prompt reconsideration and allowance of the 
present application are therefore earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 
/Aaron Grunberger/ 
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